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OFFICE ACTION SUMMARY 

Rcsponslvo to comrrainication(s) fOed on 

□ Thts action i9 FINAL 

□ Since this appBcatUm is fn condition for allowance except for format mattafs. prosecution as to the mertts Is closed in 
accordance wSh ttta practice under £)r parfe Qas^, 1935 D.C. 11 : 453 0.Q, 213, 

A shortened statutory period lor response to this action is set to expire..^ ^ monlh(s), or thirty days. 

vrftichsver ts lotger. from the maiSng data of this communication. Faifure to respond within the period for response will causa 
the appileation to tseoome at»andoned. (35 U.S.C. § 133). Extdr\sions of time may tie otstained under the pfovis«ons of 37 CFR 
1.136(a). 

Dispo^on «l Claims 

DOaimCs) ^ ^ ia/are pending in the application. 

CMtheabove»ciaIm(s) J> ^JLt*^ /^/- >^ IsAare withdrawn from consideration. 

□ ^im(8) ; IsAareaUowed. 

0^Oelm(8) ^/ /Ta^ isfam fleeted. 

□ daSn^A) Is/flmofaiflClBdtft. 

□ Claims am 6ub|oet to restriction or eteoSoR requirement 

AppllealloA Papera 

□ See the attached Notice of l>rBflsp8r8on's Patent Omwing Review. PTO-946. 

□ The drHwlng{s) med on ia/Bre obfected to by the Exwttfner, 

□ Thfl pmpoaod drawing coiraction. fflad on is □ approved □ tfsapproved. 

□ The Specification is objected to t>y the Examiner. 

□ TheoathordedaretionisotilectedtDbythe&t&mliiar. 
Priority under 35 U.S.C. 9 119 

□ AdcnowtedQement is made Of a ctatm for foreign prtortiy under 35 U.S.C. § ll9(aH<l)- 

□ AO □ Some* □ None of the CERTtFlEO copies of the pitofttydocumonts have been 

□ rec^ved. 

□ received in Application No. (Serfas Coda/Serial Numbw) . 

□ received in this national stage appBcation from the international BiHeau (PCT Rule 172(a)). 
*CertiBfldcopiftflnQtfaceivad: 

□ Acknowledgernanl Is rnedo of a ctaim (or domestic prfoitty under 35 il.S.C. $ 119(e). 
Atlachmont(s) 

B"r<otice of Reterer^ CQed. PTO^ 

fB^lnformation Disclosure Slatament(s). PTO-1449. Paper No(6). 

□ Interview Summary. FKM13 

□ Notice of Draftsperson'sf^nt Drawing Review. FTO-948 

□ NotJceoftnloimai Patent Application, PT0-1S2 

- SEE OFRCE ACTION ON THE FOIXOWINQ PAQE8 - 
PrOL4n(Rfr. 10(95) •uAorosiMMio-m/xooeo 
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Response to Election 



Applicants election of species J as illustrated in Figure 13 in Paper No. 7 is 
acknowledged. Because applicant did not distinctly and specifically point out the supposed errors 
in the restriction requirement, the election has been treated as an election without traverse (MPEP 
§ 818.03(a)). 

Claims 3, 12 and 14-24 are withdrawn from further consideration pursuant to 37 CFR 
1 . 1 42(b) as being drawn to a nonelected species, there being no allowable generic or linking 
claim. Election was made without traverse in Paper No. 7. The elected species does not disclose 
the limitations of claim 14 and 19. 



Claims 1-2 and 4-11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. Regarding claim 1, the recitations '*the innermost one" and 
^'the innermost end" lack antecedence. 



The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. § 103 which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described 
as set forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought 
to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have 
been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the 
art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC§ 112 



Claim Rejections - J J USC§ 103 
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Subject matter developed by another person, which qualifies as prior art only under 
subsection (f) or (g) of section 102 of this title, shall not preclude patentability under this 
section where the subject matter and the claimed invention were, at the time the invention 
was made, owned by the same person or subject to an obligation of assignment to the 

same person. 

Claims 1-2, 4-11 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as being unpatentable over 
Sugimoto et al. ('518) in view of Nishishita et al. ('368). The patent of Sugimoto et ah ('518) 
discloses all the claimed features of the invention with the exception of the flat part having a third 
louver 

The patent of Nishishita et al. C368) discloses that it is known to have a louver(s) (51,52) 
in the flat part of the fin for the purpose of increasing the fins' flat part stength and obstructing 
heat transfer. It would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having 
ordinary skill in the art to employ in Sugimoto et al. (*518) a louver(s) in the flat part of the fin for 
the purpose of increasing the fins' flat part stength and obstructing heat transfer as disclosed in 
Nishishita et al. ('368). It would have been an obvious matter of design choice to have the 
claimed spacing distance and tube widths since such modifications would have involved a mere 
change in the relationship of the parts which does not solve any stated problem or produce any 
new and/or unexpected result. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should b^direotod to Christopher Atkinson whose telephone number is (703) 308-2603. 
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